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Response to Amendment 
1, Amendment A has been filed on April 15, 2003 as Paper No. 4. Claims 1 . 33, 
and 52-58 have been cancelled. Claims 2, 6, 8. 10-12, 14. 16, 18, 23, 25, 26, 29. 31, 
32, 34. 42. 44-16, 49. 59. 60. and 64 have been amended. New claims 65 and 66 have 
been added. 

CD 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §112 fn 

H 

1 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sha U conclude with one or more daims Pa^u^pointing out and distinctly 
iSject matterwhichthe applicant regards as h* mvenbon. 

3. Claims 2-32, 34-51. and 60-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and dsHntfy claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention . 

Claims 60. 65, and 66 recite the strengthening layers comprise "less fine fibers 
by weight than the core layer." This is indefinite because it is unclear as to what is 
meant by "less fine fibers by weight than the core layer." Are the fibers less fine 
because they have a larger denier than those in the core layer? If so, are they 
compared to the fine fibers, binder fibers, or other fibers? Are the "fine fibers" fewer in 
number in the reinforcing layer than in the core .ayer. but can have similar deniers? If 
so. would fibers that have a denier less than 0.8 not be considered fine since "fine 
fibers" have already been defined in the claim to be fibers having a denier between 0.8 
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and 3.0. Thus, the strengthening layer could have less "fin fibers" in that it has fewer 
fibers with a denier between 0.8 and 3.0. but could have more fibers with a denier less 
than 0.8. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

KSS^«KaKS»?5SSiflt Oft and W —WW — 

title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29. 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
5. Claims 2-11. 16. 17. 25-31. 34-38. 40, 42. 43. and 59-66 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Van Kerrebrouck (U.S. Patent No. 6.066.388). 

Van Kerrebrouck discloses two outer fiber layers and one inner fiber layers, both 
constructed of binder fibers and constructive fibers (column 2. lines 45-54). The denier 
of the binder fibers and constructive fibers in the outer layer is between 0.5 and 28 dtex 
(column 3. lines 43 and 49). The denier of the binder fibers of the inner layer is 
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between 3 and 40 dtex (column 3, line 46). The denier of the constructive fibers of the 
inner layer is between 3 and 100 dtex (column 3. line 52). When the outer layers are 
constructed with 0.5 dtex fibers, they would have less "fine fibers" than the fibers of the 
inner layer, because fibers having a denier between 0.8 and 3.0 would be fewer. The 
binder fibers could act as either the claimed binder fibers or the claimed other fibers. 
With regard to claims 2 and 34. Van Kerrebrouck discloses using polyester, polyamide, 
and polyolefin (column 3, fines 58-60). With regard to claims 3, 10. and 35, Van 
Kerrebrouck discloses using bi-component fibers (column 5. lines 1-7). With regard to 
claims 6, 8, and 40, the core layer may have a basis weight of 400 grams per square 
meter (column 8. line 52). With regard to claims 7 and 9. the 10 mm outer layer and the 
1 5 mm core layer would satisfy the thickness requirements of the unmolded laminate. 
With regard to daim 11, single-component binding fibers may be used (column 5, lines 
1 -7). With regard to claims 16 and 17, Van Kerrebrouck discloses impregnating the 
laminate with binder and adding finishing layers (column 6, lines 17-24). With regard to 
claim 26, the outer layers are needled to be denser than the core layer (column 8, lines 
24-33). With regard to claims 27 and 61 . since the needling is only done to the outer 
layers, and Van Kerrebrouck disclose the needling only goes 10 mm deep into a 35 mm 
composite (column 8, lines 30-40), one can conclude that the outer layer is thinner at 1 0 
mm than the core layer at 15 mm. With regard to claims 28 and 59, the denser 
formation of the outer layers would make them less resistive. With regard to claims 29- 
31 and 62-64. the ranges of the dtex of the fibers in the outer layer indicate that less 
than 20% of the fibers could be fine and more than 2 5 o/ 0 of the core layer fibers could be 
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fin e (<**. 3. lines 42-54). Witt, regard .0 daims 42 and 43. the binder flbers would 
act as a thermosetting resin. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the inversion* , «£ ^^^SS^SS^l^ 
the prior art are such that the »^ ™^ 'ff ,?X art to which said subject matter pertains. 

7. Clair* 39 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Van Kerrebrouck. 

With regard to claims 39 and 41, Van Kerrebrouck does not disclose the 
Wcknessofthecorelayeraftermolding. However, adjusting thickness ef the mold is 
an obvious modification to a person having ordinary skill in the art because the 
desirability of a different thickness could be easily adjusted in the molding process. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to make the core layer 
between 0.1 and 1 .3 inches thick after molding, since it has been held that discovering 
an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. 
8. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 

Kerrebrouck in view of Matsukawa et al. 

Van Kerrebrouck teaches the fibers of the core layer can be 3 dtex, but does not 
specifically say it can be below. Matsukawa et al. disclose that increased sound , 
absorbing performance can be achieved by using fibers with a denier of no. more than 2 
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(coiunv, 2, lines 1-6). U wou.d have been obvious ,o one having ordina* ski,. * me art 
t0 in dude fibers w«h a denier o, no, more man 2 in the a«e of Van Kerrebrouck in 
order to improve .he sound abstxbing performance of the anMe, as .augh. by 
Matsukawa et al. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
9 Claims 12-15. 16-24. and 44-51 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base daim. but would be aliowabie „ rewritten in independent form Mud* all 

rejections based on 1 12 indefiniteness. 

Response to Arguments 
10 . Applicant arguments filed in Paper No. 4 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

1 1 Applicant argues that Van Kerrebrouck teach that there wil. be more fine fibers 
on me outer layers man in the inner iayers, which is me exact opposite of Applicants' 
daims 65 and 66. However, daims 65 and 66 do not deany redte what Applicant 
intends, as set forth above in the 1 12 and 1 02 rejections. 
12. Applicant argues mat nothing in Van Kerrebrouck teaches or suggests the 
thickness of me outer iayers and ma. naming suggests .hat me depth of needling is 
eo.uiva.en. .o the depth of me outer layers. Applicant sfc.es ma, .he Exarrfner 
presumes, without basis, ma. me 10 nun peneUafion of me need,ing in Van Kerrebrouck 
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eaualsth depth o, the outedayers. However. Van Kerrebrouck Ceany states that me 
need,es are 'adjusted to penetrate only into the outer layers of the nonwoven, in 
partner .he penetratton of the needles reaching a Wcness of 10 mm" (column 8, 
lines 27-30). Without any teaching to the contrary, one can safely assume that the 
outer layers are about 10 mm thick, thus leaving the core layer at 15 mm. This 
assumption is no. without basis, as it seems to fdlow straightforward reasoning based 
on the information given. 

13 The Examiner acknowledges Applicant's argument with respect to resisWty. 
Mhough the pre^ous Office Actton did stele mat denser formation of me outer layers of 
Van Kerrebrouck would n*,ke the outer layers rr»re resisttve, this was merely a typo. It 
was meant to assert that the denser outer layers would be less resistive than the core 
layer. 

14. Applicant makes various other arguments concerning dependent daims by 
sayingthatVanKerrebroucKdoesnotteachfteclaimedlirriteUons. With regard to 

claims 2 and 34. Van Kerrebrouck tea* polyarride (column 3. line 59). which is nyton. 
Witt, regard to daims 4. 5. 36, and 37, Van Kerrebrouck disdoses binder libers within 
tt,e daimed ranges (column 3, lines 42-54). With regard to daims 6. 8. and 40. Van 
Kerrebrouck disdose .he daimed weigh, ranges (column 8, line 52). Witt, regard to 
daims 16 and 17, a -web" of adhesive does not define any specific structure for an 
adhesive layer, so impregnation of the composite with adhesive would meet the 
limitation. 
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1 5. Applicant argues that it would not be obvious to modify the thickness of a molded 
product, and that a reference must be cited to support the assertion to the contrary. 
However, adjusting the thickness of a mold would be an obvious modification to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art. Molds are used for various purposes to fit into 
various sized things. A person in the art would have the knowledge to adjust the 
thickness of the mold in order to better size the article for application in its intended use. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeremy R. Pierce whose telephone number is (703) 
605-4243. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7-4:30 and 

alternate Fridays 7-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Terre. Morris can be reached on (703) 308-2414. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9310 
for regular communications and (703) 872-931 1 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
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